Introduction
Hornstein (1999, 2001) 1 proposes a particular version of the movement theory of control (MTC) in which movement is driven by the need of a DP to "receive" a θ-feature from the predicate it merges with. I argue here against the use of θ-features in syntax on various grounds, the most important of which is that, being fundamentally semantic in nature, they belong properly to the bare output conditions of the C-I interface. Assuming the most recent version of the minimalist program (Chomsky 2000 (Chomsky , 2001a (Chomsky , 2001b , I
propose instead a version of MTC closer in spirit to that of Bowers (1973 Bowers ( [1986 Bowers ( ], 1981 , based on the idea that Merge is driven by the need to satisfy interpretable or uninterpretable c-selection features. I then show that given standard minimalist constraints on the operation of Agree, the MTC is not only possible but necessary. After discussing and refuting two important arguments that have been advanced against the possibility of movement to a θ-position, I conclude by showing that the proposed version of the MTC is only compatible with a purely derivational theory of syntax in which interpretation is immediate and there is no intermediate level of LF.
θ-Role Assignment as Feature Checking

6
H's theory appears to avoid the more radical conclusion that LF does not exist, i.e. that interpretation is derivational, because the mechanism of transferring θ-features from verbs to nominals in effect permits a record of the derivation to be left in LF representations. However, this is arguably a purely notational difference, for it is precisely the process of transferring a θ-feature from the verb to the nominal that determines the correct interpretation of a sentence. In a control sentence with a matrix verb such as try, a θ-feature is transferred to the raised DP, whereas in a raising sentence with a matrix verb such as seem, no θ-feature is transferred to the raised DP. Though the presence vs. absence of a θ-feature in the raised nominal is carried through the derivation, thereby enabling the appearance of a level of LF to be preserved, it is clearly the structure at the point where the feature is actually transferred that is crucial in determining the interpretation.
My original argument for MTC thus supports the claim that syntax is derivational rather than representational, since the correct interpretation of raising and control sentences is determined by the derivational operations themselves rather than by the properties of representational constructs such as chains. Accordingly, it will be of some interest to see whether a minimalist version of my proposal also leads to a purely derivational theory of interpretation.
θ-Roles in the Minimalist Program
insertion as a local transformation, proposed originally in Chomsky 1965 . The framework assumed in my work was essentially equivalent to that of Chomsky 1995, Chapter 3, in which movement transformations and lexical insertion transformations apply cyclically from the bottom up. Since the emergence of the minimalist program, however, there are no longer any such things as lexical insertion transformations and movement itself has been reduced to a special case of Merge. Merge is a binary recursive operation that combines two syntactic objects α and β to produce a new syntactic object K(α, β). 4 Syntactic objects are: (i) lexical items; (ii) K = {g, {a, b}}, where a, b are objects and g is the label of K. Furthermore Move has been reduced to Merge of an identical occurrence of a syntactic object previously introduced or produced in the course of the derivation
In a theory of this sort it is not immediately apparent whether movement to a θ-position is a valid operation or not. Chomsky (2000: 103) suggests that it is not, arguing that the following principle is "implicit in the conception of θ-roles as a relation between two syntactic objects, a configuration and an expression selected by its head:"
Pure Merge in θ-position is required of (and restricted to) arguments.
Complementary to (5) is the assumption that Move is only permitted to non-θ-positions.
This is guaranteed in a somewhat indirect fashion by defining Move as a composite operation consisting of Agree and Merge. Agree consists of two parts: (i) an operation Match which determines whether or not a probe P and the nearest goal G have the same set of φ-features, and (ii) an operation that assigns the uninterpretable φ-features of P the same value as the interpretable φ-features of G, at the same time valuing the uninterpretable Case feature of the Goal, and finally erasing all uninterpretable features.
A copy or occurrence of a phrase P(G) determined by the Case feature of G then merges with P to satisfy its EPP feature. Thus Move is always contingent on an Agree relation, which in turn is contingent on the presence of an EPP feature. (30)) are also ruled out by (5):
(6) a. John seems that Bill sleeps.
b. I was in England last year the man.
As they observe, the problem with these sentences seems to be that they are uninterpretable. There is nothing syntactically or phonetically wrong with (6) a. It is simply that the cooccurrence of an argument John and a non-argument assigning verb such as seem yields an uninterpretable sentence. The natural way of explaining this is in terms of Bare Output Conditions of the C-I system, specifically, by means of the theta criterion, together with independently necessary semantic properties of lexical items, rather than by a constraint on the operation of Merge. Likewise, the theta criterion is sufficient to explain why a sentence with the meaning "I was in England last year" can't be expressed in the form (6) b., disregarding the DP the man (though it should be noted that (6) b. might be syntactically ill-formed as well).
Pursuing this line of thought further, consider examples such as the following:
a. There kissed Mary.
b. There tried to be an argument.
In (7) a. the expletive there has been internally merged in an argument position, yielding a sentence that is syntactically and phonetically well-formed but uninterpretable, because the expletive there simply does not meet the semantic conditions for being an argument of kiss. Similarly, regardless of whether there is externally or internally merged in the argument position required by try, (7) b. is uninterpretable for exactly the same reason.
Hence formulating the theta criterion as a bare output condition at C-I is sufficient to explain the uninterpretability of the examples in (7) as well.
To be more explicit, let us assume (as tentatively suggested in Chomsky 2000:
134, 135 and developed in more detail in Collins 2003 and Bowers 2000 , 2001b (Bowers 1993 (Bowers , 2001a . Once separated from Agree, it can be seen more clearly, as suggested above, that the EPP feature is simply a special case of cselection.
The Derivation of Control Constructions
With this apparatus in hand, let us now consider the derivation of a sentence such as John The result of such an operation would be as follows:
The answer is that nothing prevents such a derivation. Hence the MTC is certainly possible. Furthermore, in order to justify any additional constraint on the operation of Merge such as (5), it would have to be shown that such a departure from the null hypothesis is principled, that is to say, based on conditions of computational efficiency and the interface condition or on general properties of organic systems. 8 Not only are there no principled reasons of this sort for assuming (5), but in fact the effects of (5) This syntactic object must now merge with a category containing a probe with φ-features.
I will assume, following Chomsky (2000) , that v contains a probe with uninterpretable φ- The same thing happens to the Case feature of the goal. The derivation of sentences with intransitive control verbs such as try and intransitive raising predicates such as seem is completely analogous. In the case of try the subject of the infinitive complement raises directly to the θ-position in [Spec, v] (followed immediately of course by movement to the non-θ-position in [Spec, T] with the theta criterion, stated as a bare output condition of C-I. Thus it is unnecessary to make use of θ-features, a highly desirable result, since 'θ-role' is a purely semantic notion that should not be allowed to enter into the computational operations of C HL .
Two Arguments against MTC
Before concluding, I discuss briefly two empirical arguments that have been claimed in the literature to demonstrate the impossibility of MTC. The first argument is that given standard assumptions regarding Case theory, certain types of verbs that should exist under MTC in fact do not. The second has to do with the phenomenon of "partial control", which, if it existed, would be incompatible with a movement account of obligatory control. Chomsky (1995: 313) argues that MTC seems to predict (incorrectly) the existence of hypothetical verbs such as HIT and BELIEVE with exactly the same θ-structure as hit and believe, but lacking ACC Case features, so that Bill in both (16) Bošković 1987: 63-71 , for discussion.) To account for such constructions, we need only assume that croire in French is intransitive. Since there is no probe in v, the subject of the infinitive can raise to [Spec, v] , where it is interpreted as an argument of croire. Its Case feature is then valued by the probe in T and it undergoes internal Merge to [Spec, T] to satisfy the EPP feature of T. In English, on the other hand, verbs such as believe are invariably transitive, hence derived as discussed above. 
Absence of the Hypothetical Verbs HIT and BELIEVE
Partial Control
Consider next the phenomenon of 'partial control' (PC), first pointed by Williams (1980) and discussed extensively in Landau (1999 Landau ( , 2003 . PC can be brought out by considering the following examples:
(18) a.
*John met at 6:00.
b. *The chair gathered during the strike.
c. *Mary applied together for the grant.
(19) a. John and Mary/they met at 6:00.
b.
The students/the committee gathered during the strike.
c. We/John and Mary/??the committee applied together for the grant. The examples in (18) and (19) show that the intransitive forms of verbs such as meet and gather normally require a subject that is either syntactically plural or syntactically singular but collective in meaning. Yet in the examples in (20) the PRO subject of the complement is apparently able to occur with verbs such as meet and gather, despite the fact that it is controlled by a singular DP. Landau uses the term partial control to refer to "constructions where the reference of PRO includes but need not be identical to the reference of the controller." 16 He makes the further claim that the class of obligatory control (OC) verbs divides into those that permit PC and those that don't. The verbs that don't permit PC require that the reference of PRO be exhausted by the reference of the controller. This he terms 'exhaustive control' (EC).
The potential significance of PC, if this characterization of the phenomenon is correct, is immediately apparent. As Landau (1999: 40-43) points out, it would rule out any analysis of control that reduces the control relation to predication or variable binding, as well as ruling out any syntactic analysis that either dispenses with PRO altogether or that permits no control relation other than identity. In particular, it would rule out the movement analysis of control, which obviously limits the control relation to identity. It is therefore important to examine PC with some care, in order to determine whether Landau's description of the phenomenon is correct. I shall argue that it is not. Thus it is claimed that the following examples, in contrast to those in (20), do not permit a PC interpretation:
(23) a. The chair managed to meet at 6:00.
b. The union organizer didn't dare to gather during the strike.
c. The chair forgot to meet this week.
d.
The chair has begun/is continuing to meet on alternate Mondays.
e. Mary forced the chair to meet very early in the morning.
My intuition, confirmed by an informal survey of other speakers, is that there is no clear and reliable contrast between the examples in (19) and those in (23). But even if some speakers do find contrasts between EC and PC verbs when presented with such examples out of the blue, it is easy to construct sentences with a bit more context in which EC predicates are perfectly acceptable:
(24) a. The chair didn't want to meet so early, but Mary forced him to.
b. The chair was eager to meet as soon as possible and, despite opposition, he managed to meet exactly when he wanted to.
c. The rank and file were eager to gather during the strike, but the organizer didn't dare to.
d. I prefer to meet on Tuesdays, but for some reason the chair isn't able to.
I conclude tentatively that his proposed division of OC predicates into EC and PC is suspect.
A clear prediction of Landau's theory is that PC should be impossible in raising constructions. If true, this would constitute a strong argument against the movement analysis of OC, as he points out. Once again, however, I fail to find clear cut contrasts.
All of the following sound perfectly acceptable to me: 17 (25) a. This chair seems to meet whenever he feels like it.
b. After considering a number of alternatives, John appears to be convening at the regular time after all.
c. That chair is not likely to meet more than once a week.
If, on the one hand, there is no clear division between OC predicates that permit PC and ones that don't, and if, on the other hand, there is no sharp contrast between raising and control predicates with respect to PC, then it would appear that the PC phenomenon, far from providing evidence against the reduction of OC control to movement, in fact provides strong evidence in support of it. However, it is also possible that PC is simply irrelevant to the issue. That this might be so is strongly suggested by the observation that in the right contexts, singular nouns can in fact be predicated directly of collective verbs in main clauses:
(26) a. This is ridiculous! The chair is meeting every day now.
It's weird-this minister gathers on Monday instead of Sunday! c. This chair meets at the strangest times.
d. Supported by the rank and file, the organizer gathered every single day during thestrike.
I would like to suggest that PC is not actually a grammatical phenomenon at all. Rather, it is a very special instance of metonymy, a figure of speech in which the part is used to represent the whole. Expressions such as the head, the chair, the White House, etc. are all examples of metonymy. In the particular case where one individual is known, either conventionally or through context, to be the leader of some group, it is quite natural to use an expression referring to that individual to represent the group as a whole. It follows that a syntactically singular expression referring to the individual who represents the group can be used, through a rather natural extension of the underlying metonymy, as the subject of predicates such as meet, gather, etc. which grammatically require a collective (or plural) subject. Such an expression can in turn be raised (into either a θ− or a non-θ-position), producing the kinds of constructions that Landau analyzes as PC.
I conclude that there is no grammatical phenomenon of PC and it is therefore irrelevant to the correct analysis of OC. This is actually quite a welcome result, for notice that if PC were in fact a special kind of control, it would violate the fundamental minimalist principle of inclusiveness, since the semantic feature of plurality, according to Landau's theory, is added to PRO in the course of the derivation. It must be added because it is a lexical property neither of the controller nor of PRO itself.
Conclusion
According to minimalist theory, the units of syntax are lexical items, each with its own syntactic, semantic and phonological properties. The computational mechanism of the syntax utilizes the basic operation Merge to combine these elements in accordance with specific properties of the lexical items themselves and in compliance with general economy conditions such as the MLC whose function is to minimize search. In a theory of this sort, the null hypothesis is that syntax is derivational rather than representational.
Likewise, the null hypothesis regarding interpretation is that it too is derivational, as was in fact assumed in the earliest versions of transformational grammar (Chomsky 1955 (Chomsky , 1957 . Unless compelling evidence to the contrary is produced, there is no theoretical motivation for assuming additional levels of representation such as D-structure, Sstructure and, most importantly, LF. The contrast between raising and control constructions constitutes a crucial test case for the null hypothesis, as I pointed out more than thirty years ago, since it is a clear case where a fundamental difference in interpretation correlates perfectly with a well-defined difference in derivation. The intensive investigation of the different properties of raising and control constructions that has taken place over the last three decades has, despite a number of theoretical detours, only strengthened this conclusion. Viewed in the stark light of minimalism, it is evident that the "reduction" of control to movement is in fact the null hypothesis, only to be abandoned in the face of overwhelming evidence to the contrary. Likewise, the "radical" conclusion that there is no syntactic level of LF and that interpretation is derivational is in fact the most conservative hypothesis.
Notes
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See also Boeckx and Hornstein (2004) , for a reply to the criticisms in Landau (2003). that if, as proposed here, the EPP is nothing more than an uninterpretable c-selection feature, then much of EPP's alleged mysteriousness is removed. On the contrary, it is quite natural to find that c-selection features, which are needed in any case to drive external Merge, can be either interpretable or uninterpretable, just like other syntactic features. It is worth noting, by the way, that if the EPP is eliminated, leaving Casechecking under derivational c-command as the only force that drives derivations, as Epstein and Seely (2006:194-197) propose, then MTC is impossible, since the θ-positions to which DPs move in control constructions are never Case-checking positions. 
